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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to identify the major organizational and

functional dimensions of large city public school research bureaus.

o T v e s mamame

Several -{ik4) oFganizational variables were collected in addition to an

_indication of what functions were performed. Directors were asked to
rank eleven general functions in priority and to provide charts of the
organizational structure of their bureaus. Principal components anzlysis
yielded five organizational and five functional dimensions. At least
seventy percent of the directors reported that their bureaus performed
eleven specified functions ranging from test construction to enrollment
studies. Structural analysis showed the number of organizational levels
in the bureaus to range from eight to one. In general, the directors
assigned highest priorities to instructional and administrative research
and the lowest to writing proposals and negotiating with funding

agencies.
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Background

Recently Fattu (1969) cited several reasons why he felt that the
study of educational research organizatiors was severely limited. Among
those were:

1. The absence oflg clear definition of "educational research

" B — \

organization," i.e., institute, center, bureau, agency.
2. The existence of few clearly defined objectives (research,
field service, etc.).

3. A pervasive lack of interest in research by professional

educators.
k. The level of intellectual climate in schools of education.
5. Rather low research priorities established by professional
educators. .
6. Insufficient funds allocated to educational research as
evidenced by frequent reorganization of the United States
0ffice of Education. 7
In contrast the study of research organizations outside of education has
been rather extensive. This is clearly evidenced by frequent investiga-
tions in the armed servi?es, the defense (epartment, industry, and in
various psychological organizations (Armed Services Technical Information
Agency, 1962) (Folger and Gordon, 1962) (Goslin, 1966).
As early as 1902, Rice argued that professional educators should
tend their support to a national bureau of educational research:
"I't may be said without any exaggeration, that up to the present

time the science of pedagogy has been in its entirety a

e
Y

structure based on no stronger foundation“than one of opinions...




Now that it has been demonstrated that we have a ready means
of learning with what success each teacher is meeting, and
therefore the basis for studying why certain schools are
successful and others are not, there ought to be no delay in
taking advantage of it. But who is to do the work and who

11

ib to pay I:cl ¢ \\_‘_—_,_______-——-——'—"———"-“ﬂ

Thus educational research organizations are not new. Many such bureaus

were formed when Rice suggested a national bureau of educational research.
Somewhat later he was instrumental in the formulation of the Society of
Educational Research, but his plea for a national assessment was never
fully realized. His efforts did trigger The Association of Directors

of Educational Research, an organization which eventually evolved into

the American Educational Research Association.

Somz Research Studies

Early in the present century Nifenecker (1918) cited data from
various surveys within the New York City Public School System and
recommended the establishment of a bureau of investigation and appraisal.
That recommendation was immediately acted upon and a Division of Research
and Reference was formed in September, 1913. [n general, however, the
early reviews of educational research were of a general nature--charac-
terized by a great deal of zeal and enthusiasm, but little by way of
em irical findings. Chapman (1927) cited seven cities as having bureaus
which were prominent in the school efficiency movement: (1) Rochester,
New York; (2) New York City; (3) Boston; (4) Kansas City, Missouri;

(5) Detroit; (6) Chicago; and (7) Lincoln, Nebraska. He went cn to
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——-study, in reality;-was—a document on the curriculum, its content, methods

classify bureaus by their degree of specialization in testing, their
psychological approaches, and their reference services. Chapman s
earl&rtaxonomies, however, seemed to hold little promise as descriptors
for the classification of bureaus. Monroe, et. al., (1928) directed

their early work to a summary of past research activities, but that
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of instruction, and provisions for individual differences.

Later, the functions of those and other bureaus became the topic of
a small number of studies. H;rbst (1931) found that 75 percent of the
approximately sixty bureaus he, surveyed listed achievement testing,
mental testing, classifying pupils) and conducting surveys as their major
functiops. He also found that the directors of the bureaus rated those
functions highest in priority. Zergel (1933) found from a survey that
bureaus performed functions which he did not consider to be of a research
nature. They consisted of compilation of data, achievement testing,
and classification of pupils. Carr (1936) discovered that salaries in
bureaus tended to go up with the size of the city. Scates (1938)
enumerated three ''factors'' underlying directors' responses regarding their
positions: First, there was a lack of a vital connection between the
research bureau and the mainstream of problems in the school system;
second, the directors were ''snowed under' with a mass of detail, and
lastly, there was a lack of recognition for the directors. Witsky (1938)
claimed to identify the distinguishing characteristics of good public
school research bureaus as: (1) their ceparate organization, (2) their

primary function was that of research, and (3) that their common aim was
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the improvement of instructional and administrative processes. Lui (1945)
concluded from his study that the major functions of bureaus included
measurement, statistics, and reference. Symonds (!957) claimed that in
spite of chronic disofganization, educational research studies could be

divided into two following areas: (1) those that were supported by
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federal grants, and (2) those that weré Supported-by—gi-fts-from founda-
tions. Phillips (1957) surveyed state departments of education and found
their most frequent function was that of tabulation. Ryans (1957)
studied large city bureaus and concluded their functions to be those of
classification of data, record searches, questionnaire construction, and
providing descriptive statistics. AHe found virtually no educational
experimentation in large cities; and concluded:

"I't is ironical to say at least that the experiment which

is at the very heart of research in the behavioral sciences,

plays little part in the activity of researchers in

practical school situations.'

More recently, Sieber and Lazarfeld (1966) discovered that in
university research bureaus a conflict between service and research was
perceived as an impediment by directors. Shaw (1967) conducted a study
of the role of public school research directors é;d found:

1. That a masters degree was the most common requi rement.

2. That there were very few major and minor field requi rements

for the position.

3. That approximately 60 percent of the directors reported

directly to the superintendent.
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McKenna (1966) pointed out that rap}d growth in school systems was

a correlate of the creation of the position of public school research
di rector. Church (1960) concluded that only 50 percent of the bureaus
he surveyed exhibited minimal satisfactory arrangements for research.

The National Education Association (1965) conducted a survey of research
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bureaus in 1964. The following statement was made relative to the
responses received:
"No attempt has been made in this report to compare efforts
of, or results achieved by, the 108 research units surveyed.
Such an effort would be pointless, since the problems .
'%acing each system are unique~-as are the means at hand to
solve them."
It was pointed out in the study that the size of the bureaus was not
affected as much as was expected by the size of the system. It was
further reported that 76 percent of the bureau chiefs were directly
responsible to the superintendent. A large percentage (50 percent) of
the bureaus reported that they did not spend all of their time on

research activities.

Data Collection and Methods

Questionnaires were mailed to the fifty largest public school
research bureaus in the United States. Thirty-six bureaus returned
useable data (RB870%). The directors were asked to provide information
regarding the organizational characteristics of their bureaus. Those
variables included (1) School System Enrollment, (2) Total School System

Budget, (3) Total Research Bureau Budget, (4) Percentage of Bureau Budget




Provided Locally, (5) Percentage of Bureau Budget Provided Federally,
(6) Percentage of Bureau Budget Provided by Other Agencies, (7) Number
of Professional Employees, (8) Number of Non Professional Employees,
(9) Numbe r of Functions Performed, (10) Number of Staff Meetings Per

Year, (11) Number of Other Units in the School System Conducting Research,
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(12 Petcentage of Computing Done Outside the Bureau, (13) Percentage of
Computing Done Locally, and (14) Number of Levels in the Organization.

An organizational chart of each research bureau was also requested.
The bureau chiefs were asked to specify whether their organizations
performed each of twenty eight specified functions (Table IIl) and to
rank eleven general functions in priority (Table I).

The intercorrelations among the organizational variables were

computed and the matrix subjected to a principal components resolution

(Hotelling, 1933). Components were retained corresponding to the
eigenvalues of the matrix greater than unity and orthogonally rotated-
according to the normal varimax criterion (Kaiser, 1958). Pattern
coefficients absolutely greater than .4 were used for interpretation
purposes. Phi coefficients were computed among the functions performed.
That matrix was again subjected to a component resolution. The ranking
of the eleven general bureau functions (Table 1) was tested for agreement

utilizing Kendall's coefficient of concordance (Hays, 1963).

Results
The incomplete component matrix (normal varimax) for the organi zational
variables is presented in Table Il. Component | was indexed by positive

coefficients for enrollment, school system budget, research bureau budget,
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number of professional employees, number of non-professional employees,
and number of levels in the bureau. This component, accounting for 41.5
percent of the variance, was clearly related to the "size' of the bureaus.

Component || exhibited positive coefficients for percentage of research

bureau budget provided federally, number of functions performed, and

number of levels in the bureau. This dimension, accounting for 17.1

percent of variance, was termed ''federal support and scope." Component |11
(variance 14.8 percent) was a bipolar doublet with computing done

locally opposed to compufing done outside the bureau, a "locus of
computing' dimension. Component IV (Variance 13.4 percent) was also
bipolar, indexed by bureau budget provided locally and of bureau budget
provided by other agencies, and was named "locus of funding." The final
component, V, retained in tﬁis solution (variance 13.4 percent) was bipolar
with number of other units conducting research opposed to percentage of
bureau budget provided locally, and number of staff meetings per year.

This dimension was related to "bureau organization and other units doing
recognized research in the school system.'

The list of bureau functians and proportions of ''yes'' responses are
presented in Table Ill. One function (fulfilling special requests of the
superintendent) was eliminated from further analysis since it exhibited
zero variance (P=1.0). The results of the incomplete component analysis
(normal varimax) are presented in Table IV. Ten components were retained.
The first, named supportive services, was substantially correlated with
curriculum construction, writing proposals, school community studies,

studies of staff relations, studies of curriculum me thods, conducting

guidance inquiry, and supervision studies. Component two, applied research
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functioning, showed that conducting publicity programs was opposed to

guiding research studies, test and question construction, conductinag
instructional research, and federal project evaluation. The third component,
psychometric activity, was highly positively correlated with achievement

testing, mental testing, test and questionnaire construction, and the

development of research techniques. The fourth dimension, administrative
research, exhibited positive loadings on surveys of the school system,
general administrative studies, and conducting enrollment studies. }he
final component interpreted, demograpﬁic research, was positively correlated
with classifying pupils, conducting attendance studies, and maintaining
and operating educational data processing facilities. The remaining
components, six through ten, were congidered residual and were not inter-
preted. It has been demonstrated that when analyses of phi coefficients
are performed additional difficulty components emerge (Henrysen and
Thunberg, 1965). They result as an artifact of the proportionaility of
bureaus perforining various specified functions are presented in Table II1.
Based upon those results the bureaus appeared to perform the following:
Guide studies, Construct questionnaires, Devise record forms, Conduct
surveys, Train researchers, Conduct attendance studies., Conduct administra-
tive studies, Conduct instructional research, Federal project evaluations,
Disseminate results, Conduct enrollment studies, Develop research techniques,
Fulfill special requesgs of the superintendent and other divisions of the
schoo! system.

The list of bureau functions to which the djrectors assigned priority

ranks was presented in Table |. The coefficient of concordance for all




respondents was .434. This yielded an average expected Spearman rank
order correlation between each pair of directors of .353. A chi square
value of 147.36 with 10 degrees of freedom allowed the investigator to
reject the hypothesis of no actual agreement among directors at the .001
level of confidence. Remembering that 0 W =<1, the value of W (.434)
indicated that there was moderate agreement among the directors as to the
priorities for research bureaus. Note, however, that the no agreement
hypothesis was rejected, so that it is tenable to conclude that -di rectors
do not totally disagree.

The principal component resolution of the ranks amona the directors

yielded seven components composed of from two to fifteen bureaus (one of

which was a doublet). The concordance index for the bureaus included on

each component, excluding the doublet, was computed and the priorities for
each group were es’=blished using the rank sums (only two components, | and.
I1t, were bipolar). The results of those analyses appear in Table V. The
functions over which there appeared disagreement across clusters were:
1. Administrative Résearch - Although most groups assigned this
function a high priority, the members on one cluster (V)

considered it in low priority. When forced to assign ranks,

group four disagreed with the bureau directors in the remainder
of the country. %
2. Educational Innovations - Most groups assigned this function a |
high priority except for cluster one, which evidenced a relatively
low ranking for the innovation function.
3. Disseminating Results - The members of two clusters (v and Vi)
assigned the dissemination function a low priority while the rest

of the groups assigned it a moderate rank.
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4. Training Researchers - Only two groups assigned a moderately
high rank to this function.

5. Conducting Testing Programs - Two clusters (V and I) assigned a
moderate rank to testing, while the remaining groups rated it
rather low.

6. Federal Project Evaluation - This function ran »7 from moderate
to low across the clusters.

7. On-Going Program Assessment - Although most clusters assigned
this function a very high rank, two groups (11 and I11) considered
it somewhat lower in priority.

The remaining functions appeared relatively stable in their orders
with instructional research enjoying the top priority and negotiating with
funding agencies ranked last. Based on these data, there appeared to exist
groups of directors who agree on functional priorities for research

bureaus,. although there tends not to be agreement in the system as a whole.

Bureau Organization

The number of levels ranged from one to eight with a mode of two;
bk percent of the bureaus submitting charts had two organizational levels.
There are listed in Table VI the locations of the bureaus in the various
school systems as indicated in the school system organizational charts.
g It is apparent that the research bureaus were located in diverse positions
7 in the school systems. The most common areas appeared tu be those of

instruction, planning and administration, while other areas included finance,

a separate division, and a divisjon directly responsible to the superintendent.
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There are listed in Table VIl some divisions along which the various
bureaus were organized. It is apparent that no two bureaus were organi zed
exactly alike, but some trends are readily identifiable. Some were
organized around general "kinds of research," i.e., administrative and
instrucr.or ', testing, survey, and instructional and administrative
testing, and psychological. Others have divided along methodologibal
lines, experimental studies, surveys and records. Many bureaus have
structured separate divisions for federal programs, while others have
incorporated planning sections. Some interesting divisions include those
of: early childhood education and educationally deprived children. Some
bureaus have incorporated divisions which handle data processing activities

separately. =

.Discussion

The results of the analysis applied to the organi zational variables
yielded five general dimensions. The first was that of size and was
indexed by variables which reflect the magnitude of the resources marshalled
by research bureaus and school systems. There was a posit}ve relationship
among general resources, size of the school system, and the size of the
bureaus. As the systems tended to increase along those lines the bureaus
tended to reflect increased organizational complexity. This seemed
congruent with the expectation of ''the larger the system, the larger the

bureau'' and indicated that as the complexity of needs for research activity

* Individuals may obtain organizational charts by writing to the senior
author. h
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develéps so do organizational arrangements for research. That finding
may be interpreted that the development of research bureaus is closely
aligned to school system magnitude and that one can expect the more
organizationally complex bureaus to be found in the largest systems.

The second organizational dimension was an indication that increased
federal support results in research bureaus which exhibit increased
scope when fhat dimension was referenced by the quantity of functions
performed as well as organizational complexity.. Other sources of fﬁnding
were nét related to this component. It might be conjectured that ai
bureau which depends heavily on federal sources for funds can be expected
to perform more kinds of functions and to be more complex than those
supported predominantly from other sources. This phenomenon is very
likely a function of the categorical nature of federal funds for research
activity in large city public school sys tems.

The third dimension indexed the general locus of computing done for
the bureaus. The bipolar nature of the component showed that a bureau
tended to do all of its data processing work on school system facilities
or none of it. This parameter may be a referrent to the notion of
substantial variance in the degree to which school system data processing
facilities have met the requirements of the research bureaus.

The fc irth component was evidence of the bipolar nature of sources
from which public school research bureaus are funded. Bureaus tended to
be either predominantly federally or locally supported. A blending of the
various sources was not evidenced. Since locus of funding not only was a

common dimension, hkut also bipolar, it could be logically used as a
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categorical scheme for large city public school research bureaus =-- at
lzast for their financial characteristics.

The last component interpreted reveal;d that there existed a classi~-
fication of research bureau whi;h was substantially locally supported and
organizationally complex. The bipolar nature of this component further
indicated, however, that in school systems where this phenomenon occurred
then other bureaus tended not to conduct research activity. This seemed
to eviaence a centralization of the research function in school systems
where the research bureaus appear to be substantially integreated into
the system.

The major functional dimensions of public school research bureaus
appear to revolve around the following:

Supportive Services - The information yielded By these activities has
been regarded as necessary to organizational decision making but typically
has not been considered the primary target of educational research.

Although this dimension was derived as the first principal component the
highese proportion reported was (.571) for writing proposals while relatively
few bureaus performed the remaining activities.

Applied Research Functioning - The variables which were positively
related to this component suggesteéd a strong emphasis on applied research
in public school bureaus. A large proportion of the bureaus reported that
they performed the functions which were opposed to conducting publicity
programs. Within the limitations of the items included in the questionnaire
it appeared that this component approached educational research as closely '

as possible although it is still clearly administrative in nature.
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Psychcmetric Activity - This component was related to functions
involved in the administration and development of instruments and testing
progran.: It was also associated with the development of research
techniques in the orthogonal case. Large proportions of the bureaus
reporcted involvement in these fUnctions with.the exceptions of mental
testing.

Administrative Research - This component has been generally assumed
relevant to research bureaus and is largely self-explanatory. It is the
kind of activity wh'-h is necessary to all organizations - the data
gathering and arranging function. Again large proportions of the bureaus
performed these functions.

Demographic Research - This dimension is a form of administrative
research but is related to the data tallying process. Often these
activities must be performed on a regular basis for budgetary purposes.

The fact that the only function performed unanimously was fulfilling
special request of the superintendent seemed congruent with the notion of
putting out bush fires." Similarly five functions, devising record and
report forms, conducting surveys of the school system, conducting general
administrative studies, conducting federal prpject evaluations, and
conducting enrollment studies, (R270%) were administrative in nature. On
the other hand the remaining activities (®R270%), guiding research studies,
construction of tests and questionnaires, training individuals for research
positions, conducting instructional research, disseminating research
results, and developing research techniques, seemed related to applied

research in the school systems.
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It seemed apparent that on the basis of formal organizational

structure the bureaus are highly dissimilar - almost particularistic. The
most common characteristic was that of two formal levels. The bureaus,
however, seemed to cover the gamut of school syste.x divisions when they
were studied for placement. The titles of position incumbents are equally

-

diverse, as are the lines along which the bureaus are organized.
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TABLE |

BUREAU FUNCTIONS TO WHICH DIRECTORS ASSIGNED RANKS

CONDUCTING ADMINISTRATIVE RESEARCH
WRITING PROPOSALS

INITIATING EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS
DEVELOPING PROJECTS

DISSEMINATING RESEARCH RESULTS
CONDUCTING SYSTEMWIDE TESTING PROGRAMS
NEGOTIATING WITH FUNDING AGENCIES
CONDUCTING INSTRUCTIONAL RESEARCH
TRAINING RESEARCHERS

CONDUCTING FEDERAL PROJECT EVALUATIONS

CONDUCTING ON-GOING PROGRAM ASSESSMENTS
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TABLE 11

DERIVED COMPONENT MATRIX (NORMAL VARIMAX)
FOR THE ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES:

| i 11 v v

Enrollment 923 052 055 077  -143
School System Budget 917 054 038 -030 -134
Research Bureau Budget EEZ 084 -130 051 039
% Budget/Locally 022 -272 259 -596 533
% Budget/Federally - 150 82  -017 283 -21h
% Budget/Other 005 073 140 876 118
# Of Professional Employees 876 180 -190 -056 148
# Of Non-Professional

Employees 820 136 -048 -020 011
# Of Functions Performed 097 730 0Lk 059 331
Staff Meetings Per Year 086 102 -235 356 714
# Other Units Conducting

Research 186 -024 -053 090 -631
% Computed/Locally 058 193 849 091 116
% Computed/Outside 240 180  -B27 039 169
Nunber of Levels in Bureau 553 600 © 010  -330  -063
Component Variance b.551  1.842  1.601 1.452  1.450
Percent k1.2 17.1 14.8 13.4 13.4 .

Percent of total variance = 77.1

* Decimal Points Omi tted




TABLE It

BUREAU FUNCTIONS TO WHICH THE DIRECTORS RESP

Achievement Testing (Systemwide)

Guiding Research Studies

Mental Testing

(lassifying Pupils

Constructior of Tests and Questionnaires

D:vising Record and Report Forms.

conductii.g Surveys of the School System

Training Individuals for Research Positions in Your
Bureau

Conducting Publicity Programs

Conducting Curriculum Revision or Construction

Conducting School Plant and Facilities Studies

Conducting Attendance and Census Studies

Conducting General Administrative Studies

Conducting Instructional Research N

Conducting Federal Project Evaluations

Writing Proposals

Disseminating Research Results

Fulfilling Special Requests of the Superintendent's
Of fice and/or Other Divisions of the School System

Maintaining and Operating Data Processing Facilities

Conducting School Finance Studies

Conducting Studies of School=Community Relations

Conducting Studies of Staff Relations

Conducting Studies of Employment Practices and
Working Condi tions

Conducting Enrollment Studies

Conducting Studies of Curriculum Methodology

Developing Research Techniques

Conducting Studies of Guidance and Counseling

Conducting Supervision Studies

ONDED

O
v
~J

:

el

S

L POy SN}
o} it} ana
-

SJelslls

O~y
SN~
L e I )

—
o
o
o

N
o
o

SRS

:

N
(o]
o

f

ol
N~y ~Jf —
i ! Py P

|




R T S R R L e ST pe——

Pa331wQ SIujod [BWwidag y

vl heL 6L 18 S°g 8°8 €01 011 671l 8°'gl souejdep Jusuodwo) Jusddag
9571 [S°'L  [9°L OL°L 98t 98"l LL'T €T ST L6°€ dueiep
00Z- L0O- 880- 091- €81 soL 69/  160- 860- SLO S21pN3s Juaw| [olu3
6£0- /HT 9L Lzo-  SE0-  Hl- 91} 291 £90 A7 S21pN3S uojsiAsadng
gel 611l 6L0- 0L0- HEL- Z/1 SL0- L£Z 810 0£g Salpnis @duepiny
91 S0Z- 0Lz- %50 o 66L- 180- €9% ss1 89¢ senbiuyds) yosessay
91 LLE-  Zwo- [yl 980 %SO 880 . 68L- L/O 86/ SPOY3IaK wn{ndjaany
R0Z- 59 €80  6HS 64t 860~ £fz aHe it #zg S3d 130844 Juswho|du]
6LL- Ghy WAL LEO-  SEi €€T €1L-  Ll1€- €60 559 salpnis jjeis
0ELl- 9/4  g4l- 990- 910 0£? 061- 1/¢£- 960- ##S Sa21pnis A3 junuwo) jooyog
91 A7) 800 260 180 900  Z91 S80 190- Lzl sa1pn3g adueut4
h9i- gl 049l 150 olt- g6 Zio-  #l1 G9z0- {00 sail1|1dey4 4g3
060~ 1€l AT T T 9zo0- Lot SE0- 2zl S40- 080 uolyeulwassiq
890- L60 062 Ss¢ £50- S0 Z6l- €50 £1E - 8Ly s{esodoad Builtapm
120 S60 8/ hif 820- 940 GheE-  €50- 619 hse uotzenjea3 3dafoid |eaopay
8/0- 090- #E£0O 720~ 00! 8l0- 600 HEL- €48 61 YoJ1eas3Yy [BUO!IDNIISU|
t 6470~  0fC Lol- €90 £lz 6ezl- gsal lgl- gLl £ee- S3IpPNIS SAljBIISIUlWpY
zi ?Li-  Lol- 1€l oze €zl (A4 1ot- 90t Sl1 S21pN1s dduepualy
vL0 zlo 9¢1 hg0- 482  8£0 SE1L §z0- €€1-  160- s21pnas juejd
gh0- 8/0- 9S5¢- [10 064  8£0- 48T Llz 151 04S UO13DONIISUOCY wN[ND 114N
L£0 L1l L20- 1£0 hSY So1 120 0ZZ- O0h9- €40 sweaboaq A31211qng
4 31 150 18 S60-  9L0 6S€  lzl- 990 Tt 1zl sisyddeasay butujeag
6he 101 680 6L0- €€Z- SlT zl9 880- 6£l- 902 shanuns wayshg
9/8 101 110 L00- 950 £90- zSO- [10  £90 oL swiog ploday
Sih 990  [ST- 1£2- 8ZTO  S00- zZSl- @Iy Ty h6l- uoi3dna3suoy 3sa)
002 [g0 g49- €90  810- 9lf Lto 061  ZLO- 691 S| 1dng Bulhyissep)
691 160 950 L10- 010 860 Thl- 99/  6lLL- 10T Bulisay [ejuay
0Zh Z10 280 910- 9/0- gyl 0 Liz sel 900 sa1pn3g buiping
€61- €€0- 10Z- 4Si L£0- Sz gZl- 99/ 182 Shi- Buiisay juswanaiyoy
X X1 11IA LIA IA A Al 11 Il |

*SNOILINNA NV3IUNG INOWY SINI1D144300 IHd XIYIVW (XVWIYVA TYWYON) LNINOJWOI Q3IA 1Y¥3Q

Al 378Vl

o —
Q
1C
PAFulText provided by ERIC

E




TABLE V

COMPOSITE RANKS OF FUNCTIONS
BY CLUSTERS OF DIRECTORS

] i (] v v Vi
Conducting Administrative 3 2 1 9 3 3

Research
Writing Proposals 11 10 8 7 8 10
Initiating Educational

Innovations 3 3 3 b 6 b
Developing Projects 7 7 6 3 5 6
Disseminating Results 4 5 4 6 9 9
Conducting Testing

Programs 6 8 7 10 7 5
Negotiating with Funding

Agencies 10 1 1mn 10 1
Conducting !nstructional ]

Research 1 1 2 2 2 1
Training Researchers 9 6 9 8 [ 8
Conducting Federal Project

Evaluations 5 9 10 5 11 7
Conducting On-going

Project Assessment 2 4 5 1 1 2

W= . 839 .500 .648 .621 .600 .597




TABLE VI

BUREAU LOCATION IN THE SCHOOL SYSTEM
BY DIVISION OR OFFICE

Assistant Superintendent Instruction
Separate Bureau

‘Directly Under Superlntendent

Superintendent of Curriculum and Educational Research

Planning and Long Range Development

Division of Planning

Instruction

Unuer Deputy Superintendent

Office of Planning and Budge:ing

Associate Superintendent for Development

Assistant Superintendent for Pupil Services

Assistant Superintendent for Instruction

Planning and Policy Development

Assistant Superintendent for Research and Development

Directly Under Superintendent

Services to Schools Division

Division of Pupil Personnel and Pupil Evaluation

Directly Under Superintendent

Central Supportive Services

Associate Superintendent for Educational Programs

Division of Instruction

Associate Superintendent

Assistant Superintendent of Planning, Research and
Evaluation

Business Affairs and Finance

Directly Under Superintendent

Assistant Superintendent for Urban Educational Services

Division.of Planning and Development

Division of Instruction

Assistant Superintendent of Research and Development

Division of Research and Planning

Assistant Superintendent for Administration




TABLE VI

ORGANIZATIONAL DIVISIONS OF THE RESEARCH BUREAUS

ESEA Programs---Local Programs

Group Testing---Statistical Services---Federal Programs

Survey Research---Special Programs

Research---Records--~-Information

Experimental Studies and Computer Programming---Planning and
Descriptive Studies---Planning Room Data Bank

Research and Evaluation Services---Title | Evaluation=---
Information Services---Testing Services

Instructional Research---Early Childhood Education---
Educationally Deprived Children

Educational Research---Educational Programs and Statistics---
Curriculum Research

Assistant Director---Assistant Director

Federal Programs---Research and Data Processing---Edi tor---
Title |

Special Studies---Data Analysis and Reporting---Title |-=~
Group Testing

Federal Programs---Statistical Research---Curriculum Research

Administrative Research---Research and Group Testing---
Psychological Evaluation

Administrative Research---Educational Research and Testing~--
Other

Evaluation---Instruction---Business Administration

Data Management---Federal Programs---Planning---Administrative
Research

Testing---Survey Research---Instructional Research

Schcol Research---City-Wide Testing

Evaluation---Research---Testing

Records and Statistics---Systems and Procedures---Data
Processing---Pupil Personnel---Instructional Research




